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social‐democratic	 (Scandinavian	 countries)	 and	 conservative	 (or	 conserva‐
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Categorization	of	a	country	depends	mainly	on	 its	 institutional	settings.	Ac‐
cording	 to	 Howell	 (2010)	 institutional	 arrangements	 are	mostly	 unique	 in	













Labour	market	 performances	 are,	 among	 other	 factors,	 influenced	 by	 com‐
plex	institutional	system.	If	various	parts	of	institutional	setting	are	designed	
to	 be	 complementary,	 they	 form	 specific	 models	 –	 varieties	 of	 capitalism	
(Hall	and	Soskice,	2001;	Hall,	2007).	Howell	argues	that	Keynes	and	Kalecki	
formed	 a	 basis	 for	 including	 institutions	 into	 the	 research	 of	 comparative	
employment	performance,	as	they	stated	that	achieving	full	employment	was	
also	 a	 political	 and	 institutional	 matter4.	 Varieties	 of	 capitalism	 approach	
were	developed	by	Hall	and	Soskice	(2001)	in	order	to	establish	a	better	ana‐

















employment	 performance	 analysis.	 If	 institutional	 system	 is	 coherent	 and	
has	 a	 basis	 in	 high	 social	 and	 political	 consensus,	 it	 can	 result	 in	 very	 low	
unemployment	 accompanied	 with	 rather	 generous	 welfare	 state	 (Austria,	
Norway,	West	Germany	before	1990,	Netherlands	and	Denmark)7.	Besides,	it	




































































































































































































































































































































































































In	order	 to	classify	EU	Member	States	 into	groups	based	on	 flexicurity	 sys‐






















with	 initial	 four	 variables.	 “Security”	 component	 has	 positive	 correlation	
with	LMP	and	LLL.	“Flexibility”	component	has	negative	correlation	with	EPL	




these	 two	 principal	 components.	 Figure	 4	 plots	 the	 country	 scores	 along	
principal	 components.	 The	 security	 and	 flexibility/employability	 axes	 each	
account	for	about	one	third	of	the	overall	variability	of	the	data.		
	



























































































































were	 analysed	 and	 documented	 well	 before	 the	 recent	 economic	 crisis.	

































































































































































































































BE	 0.8	 0.4	 ‐0.6	 ‐2.0 ‐1.8 0.2 1.1 0.6 0.1	 1.1	
0.5	 0.4	 0.4	 0 ‐0.4 ‐0.3 ‐0.3 0 0.3	 0.3	
CZ	 0.5	 1.0	 0.1	 ‐1.6 ‐3.3 ‐1.1 0.4 0.9 0.7	 1.0	
0.1	 0	 0.5	 0.3 ‐0.7 ‐1 ‐0.4 0.2 ‐0.9	 0.1	
DK	 ‐1.4	 1.5	 ‐1.8	 ‐2.4 ‐2.2 ‐1.9 ‐0.1 0.3 0.3	 1.1	
1.3	 ‐0.1	 0.5	 ‐0.1 ‐1.4 ‐1.5 ‐1.4 ‐1.3 0.1	 0.4	
DE	 1.1	 ‐0.4	 ‐0.4	 ‐2.2 ‐4.0 0.3 0.8 0.7 0.5	 1.9	
0.6	 0.2	 0.2	 0.1 ‐0.1 ‐0.2 0 0 0	 0.2	
EE	 ‐1.9	 0.9	 ‐1.0	 ‐8.4 ‐4.9 ‐4.0 ‐1.3 1.4 ‐0.3	 2.7	
0.5	 ‐0.6	 0	 ‐0.3 ‐5.1 ‐4.9 ‐1.2 ‐1.4 ‐1.8	 ‐1.3	
IE	 ‐2.4	 ‐2.2	 0.0	 ‐3.5 ‐2.9 ‐0.8 ‐0.5 ‐1.0 1.3	 ‐0.7	
‐0.2	 ‐0.9	 ‐1.4	 ‐1.6 ‐3.9 ‐1.7 ‐1.8 ‐1.1 ‐0.8	 :	
EL	 0.1	 0.5	 0.3	 ‐0.8 ‐1.1 ‐1.0 ‐0.6 0.7 ‐1.9	 ‐1.3	
‐0.3	 ‐0.1	 0.1	 0.1 ‐0.6 ‐0.2 ‐0.5 ‐0.8 ‐0.3	 ‐0.9	
ES	 0.5	 0.0	 ‐0.8	 ‐1.1	 ‐1.6	 ‐1.0	 ‐0.3	 ‐0.1	 0.2	 0.3	
0.3	 ‐0.5	 ‐1.1	 ‐1.8 ‐2.8 ‐1.5 ‐1.4 ‐0.7 ‐0.1	 ‐0.2	
FR	 0.3	 ‐0.7	 ‐0.3	 ‐1.4 ‐1.6 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.1	 0.5	
0.2	 0.1	 ‐0.1	 ‐0.3 ‐0.5 ‐0.4 ‐0.3 ‐0.1 0	 0.1	
IT	 0.5	 ‐0.6	 ‐1.1	 ‐1.8 ‐3.5 ‐0.2 0.4 ‐0.2 1.1	 0.5	
‐0.2	 ‐0.1	 ‐0.1	 ‐0.1 ‐0.8 ‐0.4 ‐0.6 ‐0.2 0.3	 ‐0.2	
LV	 ‐0.7	 ‐0.1	 ‐6.1	 ‐1.8 ‐9.6 ‐1.2 ‐6.8 1.2 1.1	 0.1	
‐0.2	 0.1	 ‐1.3	 ‐4 ‐3.6 ‐5 ‐4.6 ‐2 ‐1.8	 1.3	
LT	 0.3	 0.2	 ‐1.0	 ‐0.6 ‐13.5 ‐0.6 0.3 ‐0.8 0.5	 0.6	
‐0.3	 ‐0.4	 ‐0.1	 ‐1.4 ‐3.4 ‐1.3 ‐1.6 ‐2.6 ‐2.1	 ‐0.4	
LU	 0.8	 0.3	 ‐1.2	 ‐4.2 ‐1.0 ‐2.1 2.2 ‐0.5 1.2	 1.5	
1.3	 1.1	 1	 0.5 ‐0.2 0 0.1 0.3 0.3	 :	
HU	 1.4	 ‐0.2	 ‐1.0	 ‐2.1 ‐3.3 ‐1.2 ‐0.9 0.2 1.1	 0.4	
0.1	 ‐0.7	 0.5	 ‐0.8 ‐1.1 ‐0.9 ‐1.1 0.3 ‐0.4	 0.6	
NL	 0.5	 ‐0.4	 0.0	 ‐1.1 ‐2.2 ‐1.2 0.8 0.5 0.5	 0.5	
0.4	 0.4	 0.1	 ‐0.1 ‐0.3 ‐0.9 ‐0.6 0.1 ‐0.3	 :	
AT	 1.2	 0.1	 ‐1.2	 ‐1.8 ‐1.7 ‐0.8 0.7 1.0 0.0	 0.7	























PL	 1.4	 0.7	 0.8	 ‐0.4 0.4 0.6 0.4 1.5 0.7	 1.0	
2	 0.1	 0.4	 0.5 0 ‐0.2 ‐0.1 ‐0.1 ‐0.3	 1.1	
PT	 0.0	 ‐0.2	 ‐0.5	 ‐1.1 ‐2.3 0.3 0.6 ‐0.1 0.9	 0.3	
0.3	 0.2	 ‐0.6	 ‐0.1 ‐1.3 ‐0.8 ‐0.9 0.1 ‐0.1	 ‐0.6	
SI	 1.6	 0.9	 0.4	 ‐3.8 ‐5.5 ‐0.6 0.3 ‐0.1 0.2	 1.1	
0.8	 0.7	 0.3	 0 ‐0.7 ‐0.9 ‐0.8 ‐0.8 ‐0.5	 ‐0.3	
SK	 ‐2.4 1.2	 1.3	 1.1 ‐8.4 1.3 1.3 1.4 0.8	 0.9	
0.2 1	 1.4	 ‐0.7 ‐2.3 0 ‐0.7 ‐0.3 ‐0.9	 ‐0.3	
FI	 ‐0.5	 0.1	 ‐0.3	 ‐2.5 ‐6.3 ‐1.1 1.5 ‐0.4 0.8	 3.3	
0.4	 0.7	 ‐0.6	 0.2 ‐1.2 ‐1.4 ‐1 ‐0.5 0.6	 0.4	
UK	 0.0	 ‐1.3	 ‐2.0	 ‐2.3	 ‐1.6	 ‐0.2	 0.2	 0.7	 0.4	 1.1	
0.4	 0.1	 ‐0.4	 ‐0.2 ‐0.5 ‐0.9 ‐0.1 0 ‐0.2	 0.7	
EU	27	 0.4	 ‐0.4	 ‐0.7	 ‐1.8	 ‐2.6	 ‐0.3	 0.4	 0.5	 0.5	 0.9	















However,	 the	 labour	 market	 impact	 of	 the	 crisis	 has	 been	 rather	 uneven	
among	 the	 Member	 States,	 which	 was	 the	 consequence	 of	 different	 policy	





















Response	 of	 employment	 to	 GDP	 decline	 also	 varied	 across	 the	 countries	
(Figure	8).	Reaction	of	employment	to	economic	contraction	was	stronger	in	
Spain,	the	Baltic	States,	Ireland,	and	Portugal.		On	the	other	side,	employment	








































































































































































































and	 changes	 in	 unemployment	 and	 employment	 rates	 during	 the	 period	
2008‐2010,	we	carried	out	similar	principal	component	analysis	as	described	
above.	We	used	somewhat	different	indicators:	overall	EPL	index	(EPL),	EPL	
index	 for	 regular	 contracts	 (EPLreg),	 EPL	 index	 for	 temporary	 contracts	
























Due	 to	 its	 positive	 correlation	with	 labour	market	 policy	 expenditures	 and	





ated	with	 inflexibility	 of	 labour	market.	 Two	principal	 components	 can	 ac‐
count	 for	71.3%	of	overall	variability	of	 the	original	data.	 It	 is	obvious	 that	











Positions	of	 the	 countries	along	 flexibility	and	security	dimensions	 (F1	and	
F2)	are	similar	as	previously	reported11.	Components	F1	and	F2	account	for	
31.53%	 and	 39.76%,	 respectively,	 of	 overall	 variability	 in	 the	 data	 (same	
percentage	 as	 in	 European	 Commission,	 2006).	 Nevertheless,	 transition	
countries	 (new	Member	 States)	 have	moved	 to	 somewhat	 lower	 flexibility	
which	is	consistent	with	changes	in	EPL	indices	(Figure	12)	–	values	of	EPL	
index	in	these	countries	were	raised	in	period	2003‐2008,	which	means	that	























































employment	 protection	 legislation	 became	 to	 some	 extent	more	 rigid.	 One	
should	bear	 in	mind	 that	EPL	 index	doesn`t	 cover	 all	 the	 aspects	 of	 labour	








aspects	 of	 unemployment	 benefit	 system	 have	 been	 taken	 into	 account,	
which	to	some	extent	changed	country	scores.	For	example,	unemployment	
assistance	duration	 in	 Ireland	 is	 of	 no	 limit	 up	 to	 the	 age	 of	 66,	which	has	
contributed	to	movement	to	quadrant	with	higher	security.	Similar	example	
is	 Belgium,	 where	 duration	 of	 unemployment	 benefits	 is	 also	 unlimited.	







components,	 supplementary	 variables	 do	 not	 influence	 the	 taxonomy	 of	
countries.	 Correlation	 coefficients	 between	 principal	 components	 and	 the	
factor	scores	obtained	for	supplementary	variables	are	examined.	
	




































Correlation	 coefficients	 are	 significantly	different	 compared	 to	previous	 re‐
sults	which	can	be	 the	 consequence	of	different	 active	variables,	 additional	




















































































































































































































Although	 the	picture	 is	 not	quite	 clear,	 it	 seems	 that	Mediterranean	 labour	
market	 regime	have	had	 the	worst	 labour	market	performance.	Within	 the	
other	labour	market	regimes	results	have	been	rather	uneven,	but	we	might	
say	that	Nordic	and	Continental	regime	tend	to	have	higher	employment	and	











































































































































































































































definite	 conclusions,	 since	 there	 are	 more	 labour	 market	 indicators	 that	
could	be	included	into	analysis	and,	besides	institutional	settings	responsible	










performance	during	 the	 crisis.	Results	 of	 the	 analysis	 indicate	 that	 there	 is	
probably	 no	 trade‐off	 between	 flexibility	 and	 security.	 Although	 results	
should	be	 taken	with	 caution	due	 to	 shortcomings	of	 the	methodology	and	
the	fact	that	these	two	dimensions	of	the	labour	market	are	difficult	to	cap‐
ture	quantitatively,	the	main	policy	conclusions	are	that:	
 there	 is	 no	 one‐size‐fits‐all	 institutional	 setting	 which	 guarantees	
best	performance;	






crisis	 varied	 across	 the	 countries,	 but	 there	 are	 indications	 that	 regimes	
characterized	with	higher	 security	had	better	 results.	Also,	 our	 analysis	 in‐
cluded	only	external	forms	of	flexibility,	but	it	is	important	to	emphasize	that	
increased	 internal	 flexibility	(extensive	use	of	short‐time	working	schemes)	
have	had	 important	 role	 in	mitigating	employment	 losses	during	 the	 crisis.	
However,	a	lot	of	other	factors	influenced	labour	market	performances,	and	
further	research	in	this	area	is	needed	to	reach	definite	conclusions.	
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